To those concerned about the relationship between the ever growing human world population, the fact that the earth and the resources it can provide humanity are limited and finite and the future of our species:
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 INTRODUCTION

You are absolutely correct. It has been most tiresome for the both of us. You probably think me a fool to be so audacious as to challenge the accepted wisdom that the only solution to the problems facing humanity is voluntary population control. Every problem facing humanity today is in some manner related to the exploding human population and cannot and will not be solved until the exploding human population is brought under control. 
I assure you I am not a fool and I understand the monumental problems that coercive population control would bring. I also understand that voluntary action has a very high risk of failure. A very small risk of failure is not acceptable as we are considering the deaths of billions and the total collapse of civilization, never to rise again. With all due respect to you, I humbly ask that you read the rather long essay below as it should explain to you why the intellectual and intelligent leaders of humanity must, at least, more fully examine all the problems and potential problems facing humanity. If after that examination, to the best of our ability and using the best minds available, there is an X% chance that Y billion will face a violent die-off before the year 2100 it would seem prudent to examine coercive population control and compare its advantages and problems with those of voluntary action.  You fill in the combinations of chance and possible deaths that you feel would cause you to choose to examine coercive control--- not necessarily from examples I will set forth next.   Examples--a 5% chance of 12 billion deaths, a 10% chance of 8 billion deaths, a 30% chance of 4 billion deaths. However, please do not insult my intelligence by stating that there is a zero percent chance that voluntary action will fail or that there is no possibility that billions could violently die before the year 2100. 


The ability of the planet to support 7.2 billion human beings is based upon the resources available to humanity, and all those resources are finite.  Almost all renewable resources are being used by humanity at a rate which does not permit natural mechanisms to renew them such that they can be used in the future by humanity. 
For example, water in many underground aquifers can theoretically be used again and again. However, the renewal times are so large that for all practical purposes they are nonrenewable.  Another example, theoretically soil can be renewed by nature and used over and over again to produce plants.  However, humanity is using soil at a rate faster than nature can renew it.  
Assume that on average each human being presently alive uses one unit of natural resources per year--- total used therefore is 7.2 billion units as there are approximately 7.2 billion humans on the planet today. In order for humanity not to increase the total resource usage in the year 2100 each person, on average, would have to use 0.66 units of resources----10.9 billion alive in 2100 (the UN's medium projection) times 0.66 units per person equals a total of 7.2 billion units of resources.  Each person would have to reduce his per capita usage of resources by one third in order not to increase the total annual usage of resources.  If the annual total resource usage were to increase by a factor of two, three, or four  due to a combination of increasing population and increasing  per capita usage of resources, it could very well cause the collapse of society with the deaths of billions by the year 2100. The failure of humanity to investigate what I have written in the first sentences of this paragraph would be, in my opinion, an act of madness. 
If the only way to prevent the collapse of society due to the combination of increasing population and increasing per capita usage of resources by the year 2100 is to reduce population growth to zero or to make it negative, then coercive population control must be discussed and evaluated.  No one on the face of the earth has the right to take the position they know enough that coercive population control must never be discussed.  

Let me try to explain the previous paragraph. Population is expected to increase by over 50% between now and the year 2100----10.9 divided by 7.2= 151%. If per capita usage of resources were also to increase by 50%, which seems highly likely, between now and the year 2100, the annual usage of resources would increase by a factor of 2.25---1.5 times 1.5=2.25. A very strong argument can be made that the earth cannot and will not supply humanity with more than twice the amount of resources humanity uses today for any length of time before society collapses. 
Unfortunately economists, almost every leader of humanity and almost every person concerned with overpopulation does not understand simple high school math. Since we are presently in the year 2014, there are 86 years to the year 2100. To the best of my knowledge, the United States strives for economic growth rate of 3% per year. If anything were to grow at 3% per year it would double about every 24 years-- in 24 years from now it would be twice as large as it is today, and 48 years from now it would be four times as large, in 72 years it would be eight times as large and in 86 years it would be about nine or 10 times large as it is today. In very simple terms, a growth rate of 3% per year cannot continue for 86 years in the United States. 
Economic growth cannot be decoupled from the use of physical resources. While there may not be a one to one relationship between economic growth and the use of physical resources, there is some relationship between those two concepts. In simple terms, if the economy of the US were to be twice as large as it is today it would not necessarily use twice the physical resources. However, it would use substantially more resources than it uses today. The relationship between economic growth and the usage of physical resources would have to be discussed and evaluated in relation to the growth in the United States and the rest of the world. 
If the economy of the world were to grow by 2% per year it would double about every 35 years-- in 2049 it would be twice as large as it is today, in 2084 it would be four times as large as it is today and in 2100 it would be approximately 5 times as large as it is today. Even if the relationship between economic growth and the use of physical resources were only 50%, that would mean that the year 2100 humanity would be using 2 1/2 times the amount of physical resources it uses today each year starting in the year 2100. I challenge any economist who is aware of the physical limitations of our planet to present an intelligent case that humanity can use to 2.5 times the amount of physical resources we use today without leading to the near term collapse of the social order and the destruction of civilization. Economic growth will cease in the near term as economic growth cannot continue into the future due to the power of exponential/geometric/compound growth and when economic growth ceases population growth must cease shortly thereafter. 
I challenge anyone to set forth a logical case that population growth can continue at any rate for 100 years after economic growth ceases. We can debate when economic growth will cease, but we cannot debate that it will cease. Almost certainly it will cease before the year 2100. Shortly after economic growth ceases population growth will cease.
  Any leader of humanity and any economist who states that economic growth is the solution to the problems presently facing humanity has no understanding of high school math and the fact that the resources provided by the earth to humanity are finite. Anyone who believes that economic growth can be completely decoupled from the use of the physical resources the earth provides to humanity is just plain wrong.    
While not everyone agrees as to the TFR (Total Fertility Rate) needed to stabilize population and reduce population growth to zero, the general range is between 2.06 for industrialized nations and 2.33 for less and least developed nations. For the purposes of discussion in this paragraph, I will use a TFR of 2.1 as the TFR necessary to stabilize population and reduce population growth to zero. Before looking at the numbers, I want to make it absolutely clear that I understand that some couples don't have any children and that some couples have only one child and in these situations the TFR will do more than stabilize population, TFR will reduce population. 
Assume that nine couples average 2.0 children per couple--- 18 children total--- and let us assume that the 10th couple has three children----a total of 21 children for 10 females would result in an average total fertility rate all of 2.1. Based on the assumption above, this fertility rate will result in zero population growth and a stable population level. What does this assumed situation show and why was included in this essay? It shows that even if nine couples average two children per couple, the most that the 10th couple can have not to have an increasing population is only three children. If the 10th couple had four children, population would continue to grow until humanity was destroyed. That means voluntary action must be extremely effective and prevent the 10th couple from having more than three children. That means that even if 90% of humanity were on the average to limit themselves to two children per couple and only 10% of humanity had more than three children per couple, voluntary action would be a total and complete failure. 
In order to prevent the collapse of the social order and destruction of civilization, voluntary action would have to be accepted and used by at least 90% of the human population worldwide forever into the future and the remaining 10% could not on average have more than three children per couple. No one to date has presented a case that this 90% usage rate and 10% usage rate will occur in time to prevent the collapse of the social order and will continue forever into the future. If anything needs discussion and debate about the population growth problem and the collapse of the social order, the mathematical concept set forth in this paragraph demands that discussion and debate. 
Anyone who states that he/she will never consider coercive population control, must present substantial evidence that voluntary action will be 90% or more effective (only two children per couple) in time to prevent the collapse of the social order and destruction of civilization and that the 90% rate will continue forever into the future and the remaining 10% will not have on average more than three children per couple forever into the future. 
Even if such a case were presented it would require a discussion of the entire population problem, including coercive population control. The previous paragraphs are only a very small part of the problem. An AVERAGE effective rate of voluntary population control of 90% or greater for all of humanity does not guarantee the survival of  humanity. In addition to the AVERAGE rate of 90% or greater, a 90% or greater rate must be achieved when two groups are in close physical proximity to each other and they are struggling to obtain the same resources. 
For example-- the Arabs and Israelis are in close physical proximity to each other and they are fighting about the same resources. The Arab population in Gaza and in the West Bank is exploding. The Orthodox Jewish population in Israel is having children beyond counting. The world, except for Israel and the Arabs, could achieve a 100% effective rate for voluntary action and that still would not prevent a worldwide war with weapons of mass destruction that would cause the collapse of civilization with the deaths of billions. Eventually there must be war between these two groups if their population growth continues, and most likely weapons of mass destruction will be used between them causing a worldwide conflagration.  The point is simple--- not only must voluntary action reduce population growth on AVERAGE to zero, it must reduce it to zero in every instance where two groups in close proximity to each other are fighting over the same resources. If there is a 10% chance of what I have written in this paragraph being correct, that 10% chance demands a discussion of everything related to the human population growth problem/lack of resources problem and demands a discussion of coercive population control. Humanity cannot permit the Arab/Orthodox Jewish population growth to cause war with weapons of mass destruction. 
This is only one example in which two groups in close physical proximity to each other struggle over the same resources. There are many similar situations. Only a person with no understanding of human nature can take the position that he or she can not only guarantee that voluntary action will reduce population growth to zero (or make it negative, if that is required) in time to prevent the collapse of the social order, but that voluntary action will be successful forever into the future in every case where two or more groups are in close physical proximity to each other and fighting over the same resources necessary for the survival of the group or the survival of individuals within the group.  

There is an old but valid saying----don't make a wish as your wish may become true and you will be horrified. Everyone concerned about the future population of humanity uses the words "family planning". When I read those words I become very frightened. How would you respond to the following statement/question---"Doctor, I have listened to you speak and I have read what you have written about "family planning" and I want you to help me plan my family-- my husband and I want at least five children-- please tell me how to plan to have five healthy children. And, by the way, Doctor, our culture demands that each of our children when they grow up have at least five children of their own. Please give me information I can give to them when they grow up so they can have a family plan to raise at least that number of children." If you refuse to answer the woman, it becomes clear that "family planning" is a very bad joke. Please don't insult my intelligence by stating that a statement similar to the one I have written in this paragraph would never be made to you. 
If you respond to the woman, that "family planning" did not mean what the words implied but meant that a couple should limit their children to one, it becomes clear that "family planning" is a very bad joke. I, of course, understand that the words "birth control" imply coercion and that will be extremely difficult to sell to almost all humanity. However, if limiting a couple to only one child is necessary for humanity to survive, so be it. We cannot undo the past that has put humanity in this position. We must not have "family planning". We must have birth/population control. If the intellectual leaders of humanity are afraid to use the proper words our civilization is doomed. If our past actions have caused our present position and the only way for humankind to survive is by coercive population control that is what must be done and if that requires the execution of a few billion people, so be it. 
To repeat myself, I am not taking the position that coercive population control is the solution to humanity's problems. I know there are many problems with coercive population control. However, my position is that we must discuss and consider every aspect of the problems facing humanity, including coercive population control. The failure to consider every aspect of the problems and every possible solution to the problems is an act of lunacy and madness. 
In this paragraph I am going to list some of the problems I could quickly think of that could cause vast numbers of human beings to die horribly before the year 2100. Some of the problems I will list overlap and that cannot be helped. Almost all the problems listed in this paragraph have had numerous books written about them. I am going to just list them and not describe them in all the details and ramifications. They are global warming, acidification of the oceans, pollution of the atmosphere, inability of fossil aquifers to provide the water necessary to maintain the current level of food produced by irrigation and to provide the water necessary to increase in the future the level of food produced by irrigation, loss of the soil's ability to produce food for humanity due to loss of nutrients and desertification (the best estimate is that the food produced for humanity will have to double by the year 2100), exhaustion of oil no matter how exhaustion is defined (while total production of oil has not as yet peaked, per capita production of oil has already peaked), exhaustion of all other fossil fuels, deforestation, plagues caused by deforestation, wars with or without weapons of mass destruction between two or more groups in close physical proximity struggling to obtain the same resources, over fishing leading to a dramatic reduction in the amount of fish available for human consumption, terrorist attacks with or without weapons of mass destruction by religious fanatics and other groups, massive immigration due to starvation, elimination of vast numbers of non-human species of plants, animals and insects etc., the strong possibility/probability that alternative energy sources cannot replace fossil fuels in all their uses which are necessary for the survival of humanity, pollution of the oceans, and lack of water which humanity needs for uses other than the growing of irrigated food. 
I am sure that the items listed above are not complete and other individuals could add additional problems presently faced by humanity that could lead to the collapse of the social order by the year 2100. No one has the right to discuss, debate, or consider the future of humanity in any manner, including the methods of population control, without first considering the problems I have set forth above and other problems I have not listed and determining what is the chance that one or more of those problems will cause a massive die off before the year 2100. It must be understood that those problems have a cumulative affect on the chance of a future die-off. While no one can predict the future with 100% accuracy, we must do the best we can with the evidence presently available to us. If after investigation and consideration we determine that there is a 10, 15 or 20% chance of a massive die off before the year 2100 we must consider coercive population control to prevent that from occurring.  
Two quick comments from the book "10 Billion" by Stephen Emmott, a leading Microsoft scientist--"Our energy problem is simple. We are going to have to triple-- at least-- energy production by the end of this century to meet expected demand. To achieve this, we will need to build, roughly speaking, something like: 1,800 of the world's largest dams; 23,000 nuclear power stations; 14 million wind turbines; and 36 billion solar panels **" and "According to the United Nations, Zambia's population is projected to increase by 941% by the end of the century. The population of Nigeria is projected to grow by 349%-- to 730 million people. Afghanistan by 242%, the Democratic Republic of Congo by 213%, Gambia by 242%, Guatemala by 369%, Iraq by 344%, Kenya by 284%, Liberia by 300%, Malawi by 741%, Mali by 408%, Niger by 766%, Somalia by 633%, Uganda by 396% and Yemen by 299%."  
I know that a number of industrialized nations may reduce their populations such that they evidence declines by the year 2100. However, United States will not be one of those nations due to the fact that millions will immigrate to the United States. I do not know if Mr. Emmott's statement about energy is correct or incorrect. However, that statement must be examined by experts to determine the chance that he is correct, to determine where humanity will obtain the resources necessary for the construction of those items, and how that will affect future population growth or the future deaths of billions. After such a determination is made, then consideration must be given to all methods of population control, including coercive control. 
A simple question that must be asked and answered--- what is better for the long-term survival of the human species, a population of less than or greater then 7.2 billion, our current population? Since the resources the earth can provide to humanity are finite and since a smaller a number of human beings will use less of those resources on an annual basis, the answer seems to me to be very simple and cannot be contested--- a population of less than 7.2 billion will permit the human species to survive on this planet for a longer period of time than a population of greater than 7.2 billion. 
We can debate the level to which population should be reduced to achieve the longest survival of the human species, but we cannot debate the concept that a smaller population is better than a larger population for humanity and for humanity's long-term survival. A number of people believe that we should increase our population based on the concept that a larger population will produce a larger number of geniuses who will solve the problems facing humanity. If larger is better, then the question becomes how much larger? If 10 billion will produce more geniuses than 7 billion, why not increase the population to 20 billion, 30 billion, 500 billion or 500 trillion? The concept that a larger population will produce a larger number of geniuses who will solve the problems of humanity is just wrong. Those that believe that a larger population is better, refuse to discuss and consider the problems caused by a larger population. 
If we assume that a smaller population is better in both the long and short term for humanity and for the survival of the human species, then the question becomes--- what is the best course of action to achieve a smaller population prior to the commencement of a catastrophe which would cause a major human die-off? To answer that important question, we must consider, debate and discuss coercive population control. I believe that the questions I set forth are probably the most important questions that humanity must ask itself and answer. 
According to what I have read numerous times, population growth will not be reduced to zero and the level of population stabilized (zero population growth achieved) until a substantial period of time after the TFR is reduced to replacement level. When zero population growth is achieved the population will be stabilized at a level 50% greater than the level at the time the TFR is reduced to replacement level. In simple terms, if the TFR is reduced to replacement level in the year 2100 when the population is projected to be 10.9 billion, population will not be stabilized until it reached about 16.35 billion---1.5 X 10.9=16.35. Assuming the TFR reaches replacement level in the year 2050 when the population is projected to be 9.6 billion, population will not stabilize until the population reached 14.4 billion---1.5 X 9.6= 14.4. 
You cannot advocate with intellectual honesty voluntary population control or refuse to discuss coercive population control until and unless you can show the population level when zero population growth will be achieved and then show that humanity can exist for a substantial/extended period of time at that population level and at that level of resource utilization. I doubt that anyone can show that a human population of 16.35 billion or the lower number of 14.4 billion can live on this planet for an extended period of time. If I am correct in my doubt, then the only way humanity can survive on this planet for an extended period of time is to achieve replacement level TFR prior to 2050 or to drive the TFR down below replacement level. In any event, the concepts set forth in this paragraph demand a consideration and evaluation of coercive population control.   
Everyone who considers population growth, the finite resources the earth can provide humanity, and the future of humanity must at least have a working knowledge of the 2nd Law of Thermodynamics. That law provides that a closed system, and the earth is a closed system except for energy it receives from the sun and gravity, must at some point "rundown". And by "rundown" I mean reach a very high level of entropy and thermal equilibrium such that work can no longer be performed. Humanity cannot change or eliminate the 2nd Law of Thermodynamics. Ultimately that law will control humanity. 
In simple terms, at some point in the future the ability of humanity to perform any work whatsoever will depend upon the energy it receives from the sun and gravity. The only gravitational energy I can think of at this time is tides and the only energy from the sun that I can think of is heat, light, and electromagnetic energy. No one can predict with absolute certainty when humanity will be limited to gravitational and solar energy. However, it can be said that the activities of humanity are at every second increasing entropy, getting our species to the point where we will be limited to gravitational and solar energy. Humanity's ever-increasing usage of natural resources and increasing population is increasing our entropy and in that manner getting us more quickly to the point where our species will be limited to solar and gravitational energy.  
To repeat what is written above, no one knows when that point will be reached, but it will be reached and nothing humanity can do will prevent that from occurring. No one knows what level of human population could be supported solely by solar and gravitational energy. However, it can be said with almost absolute certainty that the population that could be supported solely by those two forms of energy will be substantially lower than the current population of 7.2 billion. My personal guess is that the population that could be supported solely by those two forms of energy will be no greater than 50 million. My personal guess is that humanity will be limited to those two forms of energy in less than 1000 years. However, my guesses are totally unimportant. What is important is that humanity must use its best efforts to determine when our species will be limited to the two forms of energy I have set forth above and what level of population those two sources of energy can support.  
First, I want to make it absolutely clear. While I may personally believe that coercive control is the only way humanity will survive on this planet, that is not my position. My position is that it is irrational and possibly could be an act of mass murder not to discuss, evaluate and consider all methods of population control. No rational person could believe that continued population growth can happen on the finite earth. In all your e-mails to me you have not set forth a single reason, rational or not, as to why such a discussion should not be had. All you have stated is that coercion will not work. The previous two sentences may be incorrect---you have used the experiment in India as a reason why coercion will not work. To gamble the deaths of billions on one single experiment does not make sense. You may be correct or incorrect, but your position demands discussion and analysis. Set forth below will be a few facts which indicate the failure to reduce population growth to zero in the near future could result in the deaths of 25 billion or more human beings. Based on that level of possible deaths, much more violent action may be both moral and appropriate to stop the backlash you referred to in one of your e-mails to me.
If there were a 95% chance that 25 billion would die, then the execution of one or two billion people for crimes against humanity by society to stop a world wide backlash would be both moral and appropriate. The executed would be those that choose not to obey the law against having only one child. The executed would not be naive innocents. The executed would be mass murders who choose to have more than one child after being informed that having more than one child is an act of mass murder and that the law requires the execution of anyone having more children than the law permits. This assumes and requires that everyone on the planet is educated about the most modern means of birth control and is provided cheap and free birth control and abortion to which they have easy access.  
If population must be reduced to permit humanity to survive, having more than one child would be an act of mass murder. The penis and womb must not be used as a means to obtain power and destroy humankind. The question must be discussed---are those who have more than one child committing an act of mass murder? 
A number of experts (whatever the word "expert" means) have made very strong cases that the earth cannot support more than one or two billion of our species at a reasonable standard of living for a reasonable length of time. They may be right or wrong. However, the failure to discuss, consider and evaluate their ideas is an act of arrogance that could lead to the destruction of civilization. If their position has a 10% chance of being correct, humanity must, at least, discuss what action must be taken in order to prevent the violent deaths of billions and the total destruction of civilization..    If the killing of one or two billion would not stop the backlash, then the killing of 5 or 6 billion would be both moral and appropriate. 
No matter how disgusting and horrible you think what I have written is, there is a certain logic to my position. It is better to kill 5 billion arrogant fools than to let 25 billion die. I don't like what I have written in this paragraph. The whole point is that your statement implying that a backlash will occur which will prevent coercion from working must be discussed in relation to the entire problem and the possible/probable future of humanity. The fact that there may have been a backlash in India must not be used to stop discussion of the entire problem. The backlash problem must be solved, if that is necessary to prevent the total collapse of civilization.  The backlash problem is nothing more than the enforcement problem. They are the same. The enforcement problem must not be permitted to prevent discussion of the overall situation. A solution to the enforcement problem must be found, if that is necessary to prevent the total collapse of civilization. You cannot be permitted to take the position that coercion can never be enforced and, therefore, discussion should not happen. The position is both horrible and immoral. Discussion must be had on every aspect of the population growth/future of humanity problem. 
Why could 25 billion possibly die? We are both aware that the UN has stated that if the fertility rate which existed during the years 2005-2010 were to continue, the less and least developed nations would be on a path to reach 27.5 billion by the year 2100 and the total population would be on a path to reach 29 billion. If the population continued to grow on a path to 29 billion, during that growth period we would use resources at a rate that would cause the surviving numbers to be very small. Hence, there is a possibility that the die off could reach 25 billion. Please note that I am not saying it will reach that number, but that number cannot be ruled out.  A die off must happen before that number is reached. 
A very simple question---assume that by 2070 the population reached 18 billion, but one billion died of starvation and one billion died in resource wars that year. Would you at that point consider coercive population control?  Or to put the question differently--- are there any circumstances that could happen in the future that would cause you to consider even a discussion or evaluation of coercive population control?  
We are not having an academic argument about how many angels can dance on the head of a pin. We are discussing the possible/probable horrific deaths of billions of living, breathing human beings and the total collapse of civilization never to rise again above the level of the stone-age. We are discussing the destruction of everything great created by humanity. 
If your answer to the question I posed above is that no matter what happens in the future you will never even consider a discussion of coercive population, then in simple terms you are nothing more than---here fill in nasty words that I will not use to describe your position    
The choice is simple. If you will never change your position that coercion should not be discussed, evaluated or considered no matter what happens in the future or no matter how many people die horribly because of the exploding population, your position is totally irrational and probably the most harmful position that ever has been taken regarding the future of humanity. If you will change your position based on what occurs in the future, you are intellectually obligated to set forth in general terms the events that could happen in the future which would cause you to change your position and you are also intellectually obligated to describe why the problems faced by humanity today are not horrible enough or destructive enough for you to consider coercive population control today. 
We all know or should know that the UN increased the projected population numbers for both 2050 and 2010 in its latest medium projection compared with the previous medium projection. For 2050 the increase was about 400 million and for 2010 the increase was about 900 million. These numbers are not the total increase in population compared to today. Rather, these numbers are just the increases compared with the earlier projection. We can debate what caused these increases. However, to be on the conservative side we must assume these increases were due to the failure of voluntary population control. We must determine, as best we can, the reasons for those increases and if voluntary action is failing to reduce population growth, take whatever steps are necessary to save humanity.  
The math is simple--if the earth can only support one billion and the population reaches 10.9 billion in 2100, the die-off would be 9.9 billion and if the earth can support two billion the die-off would be 8.9 billion. If the chance that the experts are correct and the chance that the population will reach 10.9 billion is correct such that there is a combined chance that 8.9 or 9.9 billion will die-off horribly is only 10%, humanity must consider coercive population control. It would be extremely foolish for humanity to fail to take action today if there were even a 10% chance that 8.9 or 9.9 would die-off in a violent manner before the year 2100.  
As a starting point we must assume that the UN's demographers know what they are talking about. They should be the best in their field. The question then becomes--what number of people can the earth support and what action should humanity take? Without going through a detailed analysis of the numbers, assume after a great deal of discussion there is a 10% chance that 8.9 billion will suffer a violent die-off by 2100, a 20% chance that 6.9 billion will die violently by 2100, a 30% chance that 4.2 billion will die violently before 2100, and various other combinations, what action should humanity take today?  The entire point of this paragraph is that we must use the best minds on the planet to review the entire situation and, depending on the outcome of that review, consider every method of population control, including coercive population control. No one has the right to take the position that coercion should never be discussed or considered. We must have intelligent discussion of every aspect of the problems facing humanity, including coercive population control.             
Jeffrey Sachs, Director of the "Earth Institute" at Columbia University, has stated that the most the earth can support is 5 billion. You can check his bio at:   jeffsachs.org/about/short-bio/. He is one of the most influential people on the planet, adviser to the current and previous Secretary-Generals of the UN and many governments. However, at this point whether Sachs is correct or incorrect is unimportant. What is important that his estimate be investigated by the best minds on the planet. If there is even a 10% chance he is correct, then the best minds have to consider what action humanity should take and by definition that would include a discussion of coercive control. To state that coercion should not be considered is just plain irrational and wrong. 
To restate what is written above--with humanity on the path to reach 10.9 billion in 2100 (UN medium projection) or 29 billion, if TFR (Total Fertility Rate) does not decrease, the chance of voluntary action reducing population to 5 billion or below in time to prevent a massive, violent die off and the destruction of the social order is almost zero. 
The best estimate of population in 1950 was about 2.5  billion.  Today's population is about 7.2 billion and using the UN's medium projection it will be about 10.9 billion in 2100, an increase of about 8.4 billion in just 150 years---10.9 billion is over 4 times 2.5 billion.  Humanity today is an entirely new species, entirely different from the species that existed in 1950. We may look the same, talk the same, and have the same genetic makeup; however, we are different. 
The point is very simple, every aspect of society has changed. What was moral in 1950 could be immoral today and what was immoral in 1950 could be moral today. We cannot and must not use any aspect of society in 1950, including the aspect of morality, to plan and consider what future action humanity must take to survive on this planet. If we limit our future actions to the actions that were moral in 1950, we are doomed as a species. 
Since the earth is finite, population growth must cease at some point in time and at some level. After population growth ceases, the human population can only do two things, (if we disregard oscillations); forever stay at the peak level or decline. It cannot and will not perpetually increase. In reality population can only decline as our population level is based on the usage of nonrenewable resources and as those resources become unavailable, population must decline. 
Our human population level is also based on the usage of resources which are theoretically renewable but that are being used at a rate which does not permit their renewal and, therefore, they are in effect nonrenewable. We are running out of those resources at the present time.  Substitution of one resource for another resource, environmentalism, recycling, new technologies and any other action humanity could take will only delay the onset of the decline. 
Nothing can permit either infinite population or infinite economic growth. No power on the earth or in heaven will prevent the human population from reaching a peak and then declining. A few questions remain--when will the peak be reached, what will the population level be at the peak, how long will humanity remain at the peak, how steep will the population decline be, how long will the decline last, and at what level will the population decline stop.   However, the important fact is that the decline will be achieved by violence and death as each human being and each group fights to obtain a portion of the rapidly depleting resources so that they can survive or by the collective intelligence of the human species. 
The choice is ours to make. In simple terms, to prevent the violent deaths of billions, humanity will have to reduce its population from the peak faster than the reduction in the availability of resources will reduce the population from the peak. There are only two ways that humanity can use its collective intelligence to reduce its population faster than the reduction in resource availability, voluntary population control or coercive population control. 
So far humanity has not shown that voluntary control will work. One important fact we must consider in this analysis---the average human life span. Neither voluntary or coercion can rapidly reduce the number of human beings on the planet due to the average life span. That means population reduction must commence prior to the decline in population caused by a reduction in resource availability. 
It will be extremely difficult, if not impossible, for the leadership of humanity to convince all of humanity not only to voluntarily reduce population growth to zero but to dramatically and continuously reduce the number of human beings on the planet either before the peak level of population is reached or after it is reached, but before the lack of resources causes a dramatic and violent decline in population.  This paragraph alone demands that every aspect of the overpopulation/lack of resources/future of humanity problem be discussed in great detail including the possible use of coercive population control. The failure to have such a discussion including the possible use of coercive population control is an act of madness. Logic demands that such discussions be held even if there is only a five or ten percent chance of what I have written in this paragraph being correct. Every human right, except the right to produce excess children (without defining"excess children") that when exercised harms one or more other human beings is subject to societal control. I challenge anyone to set forth a right that when exercised harms other human being that is not in some manner controlled by society. If the position I have set forth at the beginning of the paragraph is correct, then the best minds must meet and discuss why the right to have excess children is not subject to societal control. 
To put the problem differently--does society have the right to control how many children a person produces and if society does not have that right, why not? It can be stated with absolute certainty that if population growth continues billions of human beings will die horribly and the only way population growth can continue is for people to have excess children. Anyone who is opposed to discussing and considering coercive population control is gambling the total collapse of civilization on voluntary population control and no one has the right to take that position without the most exhaustive analysis of the entire problem. 
We are all aware that all fossil fuels, without a single exception, are finite and at sometime in the future will no longer be able to provide energy to humanity either due to physical exhaustion or due to a famous energy equation. That equation is "Energy Return On Energy Invested" commonly called EROEI.  If it takes 100 units of energy to find, produce, refine and deliver a gallon of gas to the location where it will be used and when used it only produces 98 units of energy, we are out of gas, even though oil is available. To be more realistic the fossil fuel problem has to be analyzed as follows--if it takes 100 units of energy to find, produce, refine and deliver a gallon of gas and when used it produces 500 units of energy (5 to 1 ratio) you have a "profit" of 400 units of energy which can be used to run society----heat your house, fuel your car, produce electric, run your factory, fly your airplane, etc. The best estimate is that in order for society to function the ratio between energy returned on energy invested must be greater than 10 to 1. If the ratio is less than 10 to 1 there isn't enough energy "profit" to provide the energy needed to run our society. According to some experts the ratio for the USA is presently 10 to 1 and for the entire planet it could reach as low as 7.7 to 1 by the year 2030. If the experts are correct that by 2030 the ratio for the entire planet will be 7.7 to 1 and if they are correct that the ratio must be 10.0 to 1 or greater for civilization to function, the collapse of society on a world-wide basis will start in 2030 or shortly thereafter. 
The experts could be correct or incorrect. That is unimportant. What is important is that our best minds review the entire situation and provide guidance to the leaders of humanity. This is not being done. Since oil and all fossil fuels are finite, the supply is limited and will be decreasing every year, subject to a few possible upward blips that cannot be predicted. The supply trend is definitely downward. Raising the price for oil and other fossil fuels may increase the supply for short periods of time, but price cannot change the physical fact that the supply is finite. Price cannot change the fact that humanity has already obtained the easiest and highest quality fossil fuels the planet can provide and that in the future humanity will have to expend more time, energy and money to obtain less quality fossil fuels and in smaller finds.  Since population is projected to grow by about 3.7 billion between now and the year 2100 (present population now about 7.2 billion, medium projection for the year 2100 10.9 billion, difference 3.7 billion) and since the economies of China and India are exploding and since the economies of many other countries are growing dramatically, we must assume that the demand is increasing and will continually increase. The law of supply and demand requires price increases when supply is going down and demand is going up. That law cannot and will not be changed. 
A few questions must then be answered---When will the price of gas increase to $5.00, $6.00, $10.00, $15.00 or $20.00 per gallon? When will the price of gas cause the price of food to increase by a factor 2, 3, 4 or 5? When will the increase in the price of food cause starvation on a massive scale because billions of the poor cannot afford food?  When will the starving masses cause riots, social disorder, and the collapse of one or more nations?  A few additional questions--How many will die due to the starvation and riots? Will the riots cause one or more resource wars? Will weapons of mass destruction be used in those resource wars? How many will survive numerous wars with weapons of mass destruction? At what level will the survivors exist? When will he starvation and resource wars begin? Most importantly what is the chance that voluntary population control will reduce population growth to zero or reduce the number of humans on the planet before the downward spiral begins?  Please do not be foolish enough to take the position that the price of fuel will stay the same or decrease in view of the fact that fossil fuels are finite and the fact that demand is increasing. Humanity cannot afford to gamble that voluntary population control will reduce the population fast enough to eliminate the problems set forth in this paragraph. 
To state the conclusion in a slightly different manner--anyone opposed to coercive population control must show with a certainty greater than 90% that voluntary action will reduce population fast enough such that massive starvation and the collapse of society does not happen leading to a massive die-off caused by the fact that all fossil fuels are finite. 
In this paragraph I want to examine oil in relation to air transport and international shipping. There are a number of ways in which the exhaustion of oil can be defined--- the inability to extract oil from the earth, EROEI is so low that it is uneconomic to produce oil and when the cost of oil is so high it does not make sense to use oil as a source of energy. What can replace oil in regard to air transport and international trade? There is nothing now or in the foreseeable future which will replace oil as a source of energy permitting airplanes to fly. Yes, there was a stunt some time ago which permitted an airplane to fly powered by a mixture of aviation fuel obtained from oil extracted from the ground and aviation fuel produced from vegetable matter. However, this was a stunt and for all practical purposes aviation fuel produced from vegetable matter will not provide the power to permit airplanes to fly. 
When oil is exhausted, and it must be exhausted in the future as oil is finite, all air transportation will cease. I challenge any reader to set forth a factually supported case that without oil air transportation will continue. The cessation of air transportation will have a dramatic affect on the economies of many nations causing a substantial increase in unemployment. While coal and atomic energy could power the large ships used in international trade, that is highly unlikely to occur. Coal is an extremely dirty fuel and its usage on the oceans would acidify the oceans and have a dramatic effect on all ocean life. In addition, coal will dramatically increase the pollution in the atmosphere. In all probability the cost of converting our present international fleet to coal or to building a new fleet which would be powered by coal would be prohibitively expensive. In addition, a large number of nations do not have an economic source of coal which would permit them to fuel or refuel the large ships used in international trade.  The usage of atomic energy to power the large ships used in international trade is highly unlikely due to the fact of the expense, a possible shortage of uranium as a fuel and the fear of many nations and many peoples of atomic power being used in their cities and ports. 
There isn't any evidence now or in the foreseeable future that renewable sources of energy will power the large ships used in international trade. Without oil air transportation will no longer exist and in all probability international trade will be substantially decreased. Every nation on the face of the earth will be affected by the cessation of air transportation and the dramatic decrease in international trade which must occur sometime in the future. When oil is exhausted there will be a dramatic drop in the economy of every nation on the face the planet due to what is described in this paragraph. When international trade decreases the United States and all other countries will be unable to import the raw materials that are needed for their economies to function and, more importantly, nations that need to import food to prevent the starvation of a large portion of their populations will be unable to do so. 
These two failures will result in massive social unrest in almost every nation on the face of the earth and that social unrest most probably will lead to resource wars resulting in the collapse of the social order. If what is written in this paragraph has a 10% chance of being correct, humanity must examine every action which will prevent that from occurring including coercive population control. Nothing can replace oil for air transport and it is highly unlikely that anything can replace oil in international trade. 
You are aware, I am sure, that Iran changed its position on population control and now demands an exploding population for military power and political leverage. When, not if, other countries in the area follow Iran's lead, the race to doom will begin.  No, the race to doom already has begun. The education of women will not stop the race to doom. Voluntary population control will not stop the race to doom. Nothing humanity can do will stop the race to doom except coercive population control on a world-wide basis. Can you present any evidence that what I have written in this paragraph are the words of a fool? 
Every leader of humanity does not want to limit population growth to zero and more importantly does not want to reduce the population of his country. Reducing population growth to zero and/or reducing the number of persons in a country would have a tremendous affect on the economy of that country causing massive and violent unrest. Every leader of humanity demands population growth as that growth will force the economic growth. Every leader of humanity would rather have population and economic growth today and leave the problems that such growth will cause to a future leader.  
Numerous articles have been written about the purported birth dearth causing economic problems and demanding additional population growth to solve those problems. No leader of humanity has stated that our species has a choice--- face those horrific economic problems today with tremendous suffering or face the results of an ever expanding economy and an ever expanding population in the future which will result in the deaths of billions. No leader of a country has told its citizens that economic growth of the country cannot and will not continue, that additional jobs will not and cannot be created and that unemployment will rise dramatically unless the residents of the country reduce the number of children they produce.  
All of our leaders are devout cowards and none of them has stated that it is in the best interest of humanity to face the economic and other problems that will occur due to declining population and declining economy today rather than face the deaths of billions in the future. Only an idiot could take the position the there can be never ending economic and/or population growth.  It is the duty of those who understand the choice that humanity must make to cause our leaders to do what is necessary today to prevent the horrific deaths of billions in the near future. Every economist on the face of the earth, with only one or two exceptions, has taken the position and advised the leaders of humanity to strive for continued economic and population growth. Every economist, with only one or two exceptions, has not told the leaders of humanity that the earth is finite and new technologies, no matter how great or inventive, will not overcome the fact that the earth is finite and infinite economic growth no matter how defined cannot continue on the finite earth. Infinite growth reminds me of perpetual motion machines. Perpetual motion machines are physically impossible and continued economic growth is physically impossible, no matter what humanity does or develops, on the finite earth. 
Two concepts or ideas will be covered in this paragraph as they are intertwined---1) Human morality counts for nothing and 2) Every single aspect of society will need to be evaluated and most likely changed due to the fact that at some point in time both population and economic activity will reach a peak and thereafter both will start to decline. There is only one morality that is important and that is the "morality of nature". Of course, nature does not have a morality. By using the words "morality of nature" I mean humankind cannot change the future that nature demands. During the time that humanity existed as hunter gatherers, bands of human beings traveled from place to place and could only carry a limited amount of weight or items. If a woman had one child and then gave birth to a second child such that she could not carry the second child when the band moved on she killed that child. The morality of nature demanded that she make a choice-- stay alone when the band moved on and die or demand that the entire band stay with her and not move on such that the entire band died or kill the extra child. The choice was easy-- kill the extra child.  Early civilizations left deformed babies on mountaintops to die as those civilizations could not provide medical care. 
For the last few hundred years our economic and scientific progress permitted humanity to avoid the morality of nature. However, once both peak population and economic activity has occurred and once the decline of both begin, the morality of nature will take over. 
Please do not take the position that I am an evil arrogant bastard. All I am attempting to do is to set forth what most likely will occur in the future so that humanity can take the steps necessary to avoid the future disaster. The inevitable peak and decline of both population and economic activity demand that every aspect of society be reviewed, reconsidered and reevaluated-- charity, morality, government, education, health expenditures, extension of life, etc. As indicated above, when the inevitable decline of both population and economic activity occurs there will be violent struggles for the ever depleting resources necessary for survival, unless humanity plans for the declines in a manner such that they occur with the least amount of death and destruction. 
A short comment/interruption which I hope will shock everyone reading this essay. The last time I examined the situation in India I learned that an estimated 100,000 tons (200 million pounds) of human excrement are left every day in fields of potatoes, carrots and spinach and on the banks that line rivers used for drinking and bathing and along roads jammed with scooters, trucks and pedestrians in that country. I also learned that every day 1,000 children younger than five years of age die in India from diarrhea, hepatitis-causing pathogens and other sanitation related diseases. Even so, India's population is growing every day and India will be the country with the largest population on the planet in just a few years, surpassing China. 
Those that are opposed to even a discussion of coercive population control want to gamble the survival of humanity on voluntary population control without any factual support whatsoever that voluntary population control will prevent the collapse of civilization. No comment is necessary. Those that hold the belief that voluntary action is the only solution to the human population problem must present a case with at least 95% certainty that voluntary control will be effective for as long as humankind exists on the earth. If at any time and for any reason into the future, voluntary action does not keep population below an unknown critical level and billions die and die horribly--game over you lose, no humanity loses. 
You can never be wrong, forever into the future. Not only must voluntary population control keep population below some unknown critical level, it must keep it below that unknown critical level as that critical level continually decreases due to the fact that the resources the earth can provide humanity will continually decrease after the peak level is reached. The only way that the previous sentence can be attacked is by taking the position that a peak level of economic activity will never be reached or by taking the position that once a peak level of economic activity is reached that peak level of activity will forever continue into the future and never decline. 
There is not one drop of evidence that voluntary population control will forever into the future keep the level of the human population below a declining critical level.  If the case cannot be presented with at least a 95% certainty level, coercive population control must be discussed and considered.      
Those that support voluntary population control and refuse to consider coercive population control cannot hide behind the belief that humanity will not accept coercive population control. Those who understand the problem must make it clear, and I do mean absolutely clear, to the leaders of humanity that they (the leaders of humanity) are nothing more than mass murderers if they do not take whatever steps are necessary to force coercive population control down the throats of humanity. In simple terms, the lunatics cannot be permitted to run the asylum.     
While writing this essay on May 27, 2014, I read that according to the World Meteorological Organization that carbon dioxide level topped 400 PPM throughout the northern hemisphere in April 2014. Anyone who refuses to consider coercive population control has a moral, ethical and intellectual duty to determine what the carbon dioxide level will be when voluntary population control reduces population growth to zero, if it is ever reduced to that level. The failure to make that determination is an act of mass murder as the carbon dioxide level could very well determine if humankind survives for a few years.   
In order to be intelligent, we must not discuss or consider resources in general. We must determine when a very small number of resources (perhaps as few as five resources) which are necessary for the functioning of civilization and the support of our current or future population levels will be exhausted. We then must take steps to immediately reduce our population such that the decline demanded by the lack of the five resources is not violent and totally destructive of civilization.  Almost certainly, coercive population control will be necessary to reduce the human population such that that reduction is not achieved by wars with weapons of mass destruction. 
Let us do a little math together and see how the human population would grow if each of Justice Scalia's nine children had nine children and this continued just for a few generations. I have chosen Justice Scalia as an example because he is supposed to have a modicum of intelligence and should be known to most Americans as he is a famous justice of the US Supreme Court. If we make the reasonable assumption that each generation averages 35 years, then in less than 400 years (11 generations at 35 years per generation= 385 years) the progeny of Justice Scalia would produce in excess of 31 billion Scalias in the 11th generation. The total number of Scalias alive at that time would probably exceed 34 billion, as some of the ninth and tenth generations would also be alive. When asked on a TV program about his nine children, he shrugged and said he was a Catholic, as if he had no control over his procreative abilities. If a US Supreme Court justice turns over control of his body, turns over control of his wife's body and turns over control of the number of children he produces to religious fanaticism, there isn't any hope that humanity will voluntarily reduce population growth to zero in time to prevent the destruction of our species. I will not do the math for you. However, if Justice Scalia's progeny continued at the same rate of reproduction for just 4000 years, their number would exceed the number of atoms in the entire universe. And 4000 years is less than the time from the construction of the Egyptian pyramids until today. 
Justice Scalia and his children have another very important lesson for all humanity. If everyone on the planet except for Justice Scalia and his progeny agreed to voluntarily reduce population growth to zero the entire effort would be futile because in just 11 generations his progeny would exceed 31 billion negating everything the rest of humanity did to reduce population growth to zero. Voluntarily reducing population growth to zero requires the agreement of every single human being on the face of the earth and that will not happen. 
To repeat myself, I cannot guarantee that coercive population control is the solution to humanity's problems. However, I can guarantee that anyone who refuses to consider, evaluate, discuss and debate coercive population control is a potential mass murder.   
TWO RESPONSES TO YOUR LAST E-MAIL TO ME SET FORTH BELOW:
5. In number 5 below you wrote that growth and development were to different things. My response--- You are wrong when you write that growth and development are two different things. No matter how you define development, it uses resources. I would be most interested in receiving a development plan of any type from you lasting 20 years that does not use any more resources per year at the end of 20 than it did at the beginning of the 20 year period. If it uses more resources it is the same as growth and cannot be sustained. By playing with words you are taking the position that economic growth can continue without the use of physical resources and that is impossible. 
7. In number 7 below you raised the question of the possibility of coercive population control being effectively enforced. My response---  I don't believe I am a fool. My chance of accomplishing anything is about one in a million or even lower. However, I am trying in the best way I can. It is my belief that the chance of voluntary action preventing the deaths of billions and the total and complete collapse of society never to rise again is one in a billion. That is why it is my position that we all must intelligently work together for the best of humanity and view all the problems our species face in the most intelligent manner. That is why I take the time to write these very long e-mails to you and others who think like you. 
I DO NOT DENY THAT YOUR POSITION THAT VOLUNTARY CONTROL IS THE BEST ACTION FOR HUMANITY MAY BE CORRECT. However, to be very blunt, I am revolted by your failure and the failure of those that think like you to sit down and intelligently discuss and consider every aspect of every problem facing our species. I apologize for the word "revolted", but the word expresses my feelings and is not meant to attack you personally.  
Coercive population control can save humanity from its coming destruction if--1) The leaders of humanity act collectively and in time; 2) The Army obeys the orders of the leaders; and  3) The leaders are prepared to execute those that will not follow the limitations on reproduction required to save humanity in large enough numbers so that all of humanity understands that no one can have more children than the law permits. 
If the choice comes down to executing a few billion people who fail to follow the law relating to reproduction and the total or almost total destruction of civilization over the entire planet with the horrific deaths of all or almost all of humanity, the response is simple---impose coercive control and kill the few billion. That is the price our species will have to pay for getting ourselves into that situation.                                                                                            

